The purpose of this paper is to conduct a deviation from proportional growth (DPG) 1966-1984, Korea 1963-1985, and Japan 1914-1975 
INTRODUCTION
Industrialization originated from United Kingdom in the 18th and 19th century, then, spread throughout Vietnam is striving for the national goal of industrialization and modernization, a goal widely shared by other developing and transition countries. After seventeen years since the inception of the "doi moi" reform, and after roughly a decade of serious international integration. These high growths in both GDP and exports have also affected the micro level by decreasing poverty rates significantly. However, although average wages have increased during this time, wage inequality has also increased as well. In addition, Kuznets (1966) compared of some 50 countries and had shown a marked increase of manufacturing with rising per capita income, as did the earlier analyses of Bean (1946) . Another study was that of Chenery (1960) whose approach was to combine several factors that had been known as the causes of that pattern. An example of which was the change of household consumption investigated by Hauthakker (1957) . He presented a method to introduce a concept, "Deviation from Proportional Growth," as a measure of the degree of change in output composition and to break it down into several factors, a method which we refer to as DPG analysis.
Similar studies were also made and applied to the data of Japan in the studies of Chen and Kiyoshi (1987) and Watanabe and Terukazu (1977) and of Chen (1989) . However, their result does not make a consistent comparison.
Recently, Chen and Fujikawa apply those versions for three economies to analyze a period covering from for Japan, 1963 -1985 for Korea and 1966 for Taiwan. Comparison of the growth patterns between Japan, including the pre-war period, and the Newly Industrializing Economies in Asia were then made with a more consistent result.
In this paper, we adopted the original Deviation from Proportional Growth (DPG) method, as presented by Chenery (1960) and Chen and Kiyoshi (1992) . It is utilized to measure of the degree of change in input composition and to break it down into several factors then apply it to the data of Japan, Korea and Taiwan The results are the compared to other developed countries, then, compare with the measure of pattern growth of NIEs and Japan in period 1914 -1985 for Japan, 1963 -1985 for Korea and 1966 for Taiwan. This was done to predict the pattern growth of Vietnam in the future.
METHODOLOGY AND DATA
First we compare the Vietnam DPG with Japan, Korea and Taiwan in the first period 1914 -1975 with Japan, 1963 -1985 
The Basic Data
To calculate the DPG of the countries Taiwan, Korea and Japan in periods 1914 -54, 1955 -65, 1965 -75 and 1975 two periods, 1963-75 and 1975-85, for Korea; and two periods, 1966-76 and 1976-84. For Taiwan, we use the data the same source with Chen and Kiyoshi (1992) and get the same result. See appendix A for more detail on this result.
Our method has its origin in Chenery (1960) 
Research Method
The original Leontief model is modified and discussed in Chenery and Clark (1959) can be stated as follow:
Where: = total production of commodity i in period t = import of commodity i in period t;
= export of commodity i in period t;
= domestic final demand for commodity i in period t;
= Total intermediate use of commodity I in period t
To determine the solution corresponding to the assumption of proportionate growth between period"s t and t+1, we define the ratio of total domestic demand in the two periods as follow: α is the average ratio of expansion of production, obtained by the division of the total of the gross production in period t + 1 by that of period t
The equation is also can be write as equation (2) bellow:
With the coefficients are the elements of the inverse to the Leontief matrix
We shall define the difference between the actual values in period t+1 and values given by proportionate expansion of the system between period"s t and t+1 as:
Now we applied the first form of the Balance Growth Theory, and we feel it is the extreme view and use the DPG method to determine whether the patterns of Vietnam, NIEs and Japan increase. In case ΔX is zero, we mean that all the sectors have expended at the average ratio. Each element of ΔX is DPG of each sector. It is positive when a sector has grown faster than the average, negative when a sector has grown lesser than the average ratio (α). DPG analysis decomposes 5X into several factors. Our formula for the decomposition is based on the following balance equation:
Where: In the equation (6) we included deviations of four categories of final demand, consumption, investment, increases in stocks and exports, and changes in two categories of coefficients, import coefficients and input coefficients.
However, the changes in inventory data are not available for 1996 and 2000. We prepared a revised model that is applicable even if data are less detailed and replaced equation (6) with the following:
RESEARCH RESULTS
In a Vietnamese investment case, there were some similarities between the Vietnamese pattern of growth in this period and the Taiwanese pattern in [1966] [1967] [1968] [1969] [1970] [1971] [1972] [1973] [1974] [1975] [1976] [1977] [1978] [1979] [1980] [1981] [1982] [1983] [1984] [1985] (see table 3 In generally, in the early twenty-first century, industrial promotion in Vietnam must take a different shape from the one practiced around the 1960s when Japan, Korea and Taiwan were growing rapidly. The last row of the table
shows that change in input coefficients played the most significant part in producing positive deviations. Every sector received its benefit except crops (agriculture, forestry, and fishery) and mining. As the note at the end of Table 1 and table 2 strange that the total effect of investment growth was much less than that of export growth, whereas the difference between their rates of growth was only a little. Our reasoning for this is that the investments were smaller in amount than the export. Vietnam in this period is thus characterized by its industrialization.
the input-output tables for the beginning and the ending year of each period. We using 35 sectors for every countries table and then converted them into ones expressed in constant prices.
Like the case of Taiwan and Korea the most significant source of positive DPGs was the deviation of exports, which expanded at a considerably rapid rate and benefited machinery, "other manufacturing" and chemicals, in particular. Although the change in input coefficients and the deviation of exports were also positive factors, the former being the second source of the expansion of the expansion of chemical and "other manufacturing" and the latter being significant for construction, their significance on the whole was inferior to that of exports. 1914 -1954 and 1955 -1965 as well as Taiwan in periods 1966 -1976 , 1976 -1984 and Korea in periods 1963 -1975 , 1975 -1985 In short, In the case of Vietnam in periods 1996 Vietnam in periods -2000 Vietnam in periods and 2000 Vietnam in periods -2007 , on the first period this country try to expansion of its manufacturing factors. The manufacturing factors are treat like Specific sectors of the economy will be growing at a rapid rate. Then they shift to enlarge the heavy industry sectors, finally the services sectors are expansion treat like Specific sectors of the economy will be growing at a rapid rate. Furthermore, Vietnam 1996 -2000 , 2000 -2007 look like unbalanced growth with gross investment, or output, grows faster in some sectors than in others.
CONCLUSIONS
The Vietnamese economy in the period 1996 to 2007 was, generally speaking, in the second period of the economic development take-off. As would be expected, some sectors have increased while some other important sectors of the economy continued to lag behind or occasionally decrease such as textiles, agriculture service, travel services, trade, and rice processing. The Vietnamese economy looks as though it has some challenges in these areas; the reason is as Rostow had stated that much depends upon the pre take-off period. In Vietnam, the pre take-off period would likely take as much time or longer time that the USA, England, or Japan. In Vietnam, the first step of economic growth (the pre take-off period of Doi Moi) may have missed some important aspects in deeply preparing.
In this pre take-off period, the Vietnamese government and society needed to build up the necessary resources and develop them in advance of the next take-off period, but the country was still low in DPG of manufacturing in comparison with other countries who had already successfully industrialized. In hindsight, the Vietnamese government should have encouraged domestic enterprises to make investments in technology and use their own techniques for production before opting to utilize international technologies. In doing so, Vietnamese enterprises would have acquired the leverage to sustain its economy and technology even as the entire world moves rapidly forward itself with high technology. A lesson can also be drawn from Japan"s dedication to developing much of its own technology in areas of manufacturing and increasing much of their domestic supplies as well as comparative international foreign exports during a long term period from 1914 until 1975. Therefore, one suggestion would be for the Vietnamese government to strategically return to targeting certain sectors with renewed pre take-off support of domestic enterprise investments in technology. Furthermore, the government could modify the economy by keeping some less important sectors that are under the normal rate to help them reach the normal rate ratio and/or even develop more quickly. Certain sectors such as fishing and forestry would be prime sectors to target. Additionally, strategic economic development cannot miss the auxiliary sectors such as electricity, gas, and other energy sectors.
The supplemental growth in these sectors would be attainable with government investment -and -these sectors are the precise ones most likely to open the larger critical pathways towards reaching the overall industrialization target. 
